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framework for similar numerical goals 
and objectives for the rest of Wash-
ington and the Pacific Northwest, and 
to establish performance standards for 
salmon recovery projects. And they 
should do so before they enact these 
rules. 

I conclude my comments by noting 
that any proposal which would regu-
late ‘‘daily behavior’’ certainly re-
quires closer scrutiny than 30 days of 
public hearings and 30 more days of 
written comments. I commend those 
Washington citizens who are now work-
ing hard on local-based solutions to 
protect salmon, and offer them my full 
and continued support for the success-
ful course they are taking to rebuild 
and restore salmon. I am concerned 
that the Federal Government, with 
rules drafted in this manner, would not 
help these on-the-ground local efforts. I 
will continue to call on Federal agen-
cies not to dictate how best to accom-
plish ESA compliance. I request that 
the National Marine Fisheries Service 
address the valid concerns I and others 
raise regarding these proposals and to 
do so before they begin implementing 
these sweeping regulations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Montana. 

Mr. BURNS. Parliamentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator may state his inquiry. 
Mr. BURNS. Are we in morning busi-

ness or are we on a specific subject? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ate is considering H.R. 1883. 
Mr. BURNS. I ask unanimous consent 

to proceed as in morning business for 
the next 15 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

FUEL COSTS 

Mr. BURNS. Mr. President, there are 
a lot of truckers in town, protesting 
what they say is an unwarranted in-
crease in fuel costs that is putting 
them out of business. 

It really doesn’t surprise me. It 
seems every year we come to the floor 
of the Senate to criticize the adminis-
tration’s failure to implement a domes-
tic energy policy that would support a 
sustainable oil and gas industry. We 
argue for tax relief, common sense roy-
alty collection, access to oil and gas re-
serves on Federal lands. We do this be-
cause there are a lot of us who watch 
figures, and every day we can see that 
we are growing more dependent on for-
eign sources of oil and gas. Oil tradi-
tionally coming from the Middle East 
and gas coming from Canada in ever in-
creasing volumes despite large, un-
tapped reserves in America. I have been 
joined by numerous Senators from 
around the Nation in bringing those 
concerns to the floor. We have proposed 
numerous pieces of legislation to com-
bat the problem, yet we have not been 
successful in getting many of them en-
acted into law. 

As a result, we are faced with what is 
happening today: Oil prices are now 

around $30 a barrel, with few domestic 
producers reaping any benefits, and 
with most of our oil coming from off-
shore. There are few domestic pro-
ducers enjoying the rise in oil prices 
because the Administration’s energy 
and environmental policies have just 
about run them all out of business. 
That is sad. I speak not only for the oil 
and gas industry, the trucking industry 
and the transportation industry, but 
also for all consumers. A case in point 
is that we are already witnessing a sur-
charge being put on airline tickets; the 
same thing will happen soon with rail 
transportation as well. 

When I take a look at my home State 
of Montana, fuel costs are at least 50 
percent higher than they were just a 
year ago. We have cause for frustra-
tion. Montanans are at the end of the 
line. I don’t care if you are receiving 
goods or shipping product, it hurts us. 
This is especially true for our number 
one industry, agriculture. We end up 
selling wholesale, buying retail, and 
paying the freight both ways. One has 
to remember that these costs have to 
be absorbed by somebody. This some-
body is generally the person least able 
to afford it. Now we have to ask our-
selves a question. Are we doing any-
thing about fixing the root of the prob-
lem? What are we doing to fix the root 
problem we have in energy develop-
ment? 

Today’s rally of long-haul truckers 
underscores the reality that all con-
sumers and all producers are being 
faced with fuel increases resulting 
from a failed domestic energy policy. 
Prices are simply raising out of sight. 
We have 26,000 people in Montana who 
are employed by the trucking industry. 
They are being impacted by these in-
creases. Farmers are coming upon the 
planting season. They are facing higher 
fuel costs which add to their uncontrol-
lable costs of production. Costs of pro-
ducing in the agricultural industry 
cannot be passed on; they never have 
been in the past. It is a buyers’ market 
and you sell for what they offer. End of 
story. Just because our fuels costs go 
up, does not mean we get to charge 
more per bushel. We also aren’t faced 
with the luxury of turning a tractor off 
and waiting for fuel prices to go down. 
Mother Nature dictates when you 
plant, when you till, and when you har-
vest. She doesn’t care if diesel is 50 
cents a gallon, $1 a gallon, or $1.80 a 
gallon. When the time comes, you go. 

We have seen some improvement in 
the livestock industry, but we have not 
seen any kind of improvement in the 
grain industry. There again, with 
grain, we get hit harder by energy 
costs than anywhere else. 

So far, the administration’s only ac-
tion has been to send the Secretary of 
Energy, Bill Richardson, to ask OPEC 
to release more oil and reduce prices. 
That tells me we are not in a very 
strong bargaining position. That is up-
setting when we could have taken steps 
to avoid our current plight. The prob-
lem of inaction by the administration 

carries over into other areas of energy. 
One example is the production of clean 
coal. We have a lot of coal that is clean 
coal and considered ‘‘compliant coal’’ 
by the Clean Air Act. It has low SO2 
levels, and low emissions. But so far, 
the Department of the Interior has 
blocked any sale of that coal, which 
lies right at the top of the earth. The 
only thing that has to be done is to 
take the overburden off, mine the coal 
and reclaim the area. The result of this 
inaction has been—and it will show up 
later on in America’s power bills—that 
soon we will face a shortage of clean 
coal and stringent emissions controls, 
and all at once our electric bills will 
increase because we haven’t done a 
very good job in managing our clean 
coal resources. 

Secretary Richardson has testified 
before the Senate Energy and Natural 
Resources Committee that clean coal 
will be an integral portion of our Na-
tion’s energy portfolio for the next 30 
years. But after they say that, they 
have done nothing or they are unwill-
ing to ensure that the political actions 
of the Department of the Interior do 
not endanger the supply of clean coal. 

It doesn’t make a lot of sense. How 
about hydroelectric production of elec-
tricity? Secretary Babbitt wants to be 
known as the first Secretary to tear 
down large dams that are placed along 
some of our major waterways, and he 
offers no response when asked how we 
are going to replace the power pro-
duced by those dams. In light of the re-
cent action on the nuclear waste bill, 
the administration has also opposed 
any cohesive policy for nuclear energy 
management, instead desiring to sit 
back and posture on the debate. 

Again, we see evidence of a failed en-
ergy policy. Today we see the truckers 
coming to town, and that is just the tip 
of the iceberg. The Department of the 
Interior has thwarted any attempts to 
reinvigorate the domestic gas industry. 
They have closed vast areas of our 
Outer Continental Shelf to gas. They 
will release a statement saying they 
fully support the natural gas industry, 
yet fail to deliver on any of the policies 
to help it along. 

The same has been done throughout 
the Rocky Mountains. We have re-
serves of natural gas across Montana 
that could be used to fuel this nation. 
There is a large supply, yet we cannot 
tap it because of the Department of the 
Interior and this administration’s pol-
icy seal it away development. 

I want to bring up one more fuel re-
lated problem we are faced with in 
Montana. In my hometown of Billings, 
MT, we have three refineries. They 
produce gas, diesel, and other refined 
petroleum products, not only for do-
mestic use in Montana but also for the 
entire region, including eastern Wash-
ington. We have to reroute a pipeline 
that lets those products flow to the 
Spokane area, and it has to cross about 
60 miles of Forest Service managed 
public lands. This reroute has been vig-
orously opposed by this administra-
tion. 
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What happened? The Yellowstone 

Pipeline Company went to the Forest 
Service and said: Give us an estimate 
for the reroute proposal. We have to do 
an environmental impact statement. 
We want to do it right. This was back 
in 1997. What will it cost they asked. 
Less than a million dollars was the re-
sponse from the Forest Service. Good 
they responded, let’s go ahead with the 
EIS process and find a viable route. 
Three years later, the Yellowstone 
Pipeline Company has paid $5 million 
to resite those 60 miles of pipeline, and 
just a week and a half ago the Yellow-
stone Pipeline was forced to pull the 
plug on the project because the Forest 
Service refused to acknowledge that 
their preferred alternative was too ex-
pensive to build. A pipeline, the cheap-
est way to move fuel and distribute en-
ergy across this country, now is in 
jeopardy, if not dead. 

The result will be that these 60 miles 
absent of pipeline will be crossed in an-
other way. We are going to rail it or 
truck it. We will probably have an acci-
dent, even the Forest Service’s EIS 
documents acknowledge this. A spill 
will probably result—we have already 
had one at Alberton. We might also 
truck it. However, with energy costs as 
high as they are today, that will in-
crease the cost to consumers. It also, 
in that 60 miles, exposes traffic to large 
semis on a two-lane road. Lives will be 
at stack. The Forest Service has also 
acknowledged that, but continues to 
forge along proposing an unbuildable 
route. The hazards to the public, and 
the costs to the consumer, increase. 
That is just an example of what this 
administration has failed to do to en-
sure that we have energy prices that 
are affordable and energy is accessible 
to all Americans. 

So we feel for those truckers out 
there. We know what it is like to go 
down that road and try to deliver the 
goods to America in an efficient and 
safe way, and to get the products to 
market in a competitive manner so 
they fall within the consumers’ reach 
of affording them. 

Two years ago, we were buying gaso-
line for around 85, 90 cents a gallon. It 
didn’t take us long to get spoiled, did 
it? But now we find that through that 
we usually have to pay the piper one 
time or another. It is us, the con-
sumers, that will pick up the bill of a 
failed energy policy. The administra-
tion will be gone, but we will be left 
holding the tab. It is our economy that 
will slow, and it is our families that 
will have to do with less. We see it hap-
pening today in our oil and gas produc-
tion. Let’s not see it happen in our 
electricity production. This economy 
we have been enjoying all these years 
could go away in a flash—just a flash. 
It takes a while for an administration’s 
action to lead to a tangible impact, we 
are beginning the impact of this ad-
ministration’s failed energy policy 
today. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor and 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BUN-
NING). The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro-
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

f 

IRAN NONPROLIFERATION ACT OF 
1999—Continued 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, par-
liamentary inquiry. What is the status 
of the legislation at this time? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are 
considering H.R. 1883 under a time 
limit. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Under that time 
limit, can the Senator from New Mex-
ico speak? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If he 
yields himself time. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I be permitted 
to speak for 7 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I rise 
today in strong support of the legisla-
tion before us. This legislation is only 
one of many important steps required 
to counter the greatest threat to U.S. 
security in this era—the proliferation 
of weapons of mass destruction. 

I am not being an alarmist. I am 
being a realist. The proliferation of nu-
clear, chemical, and biological tech-
nologies and the means to deliver them 
present a growing threat to U.S. secu-
rity. This is a threat which we have 
only begun to address in the changed 
security environment of the 21st cen-
tury. 

Mr. President, I would like to men-
tion three important aspects of the 
problem as stated by George Tenet, the 
Director of Central Intelligence, before 
the Senate Select Committee on Intel-
ligence early in February. 

First, Russia and China no longer 
represent the only missile threat to the 
United States. The missile threat to 
U.S. interests and forces from other na-
tions is here and now. 

Second, South Asian nations are es-
tablishing doctrine and tactics for the 
use of their missiles and weapons of 
mass destruction. The nuclear rivalry 
between India and Pakistan steadily 
intensifies. The potential for mis-
calculation, misperception and esca-
lation of the conflict in Kashmir is 
high. 

Third, the countries we previously 
considered technology importers are 
now assuming roles as ‘‘secondary sup-
pliers.’’ This compounds the prolifera-
tion problem and confounds our ability 
to control or defend against it. 

As outlined in the most recent Intel-
ligence Community assessment of Bal-
listic Missile Threats, by the year 2015 
the U.S. will not only face the ongoing 
challenges of large-scale missile 
threats from China and Russia. U.S. 
cities will also confront a real threat 

from other actors—North Korea, prob-
ably Iran, and possibly Iraq. 

One must mention that Intelligence 
Community’s estimate excludes the 
possibility of social or political 
changes in those countries that would 
change the calculus. Also, the missile 
arsenals of these nations would be 
much smaller, limited to smaller pay-
loads, and less reliable than Chinese or 
Russian capabilities. 

At the same time, these remain a le-
thal and less predictable threat. Acute 
accuracy is not required for missiles 
tipped with nuclear, biological, or 
chemical warheads. And the U.S. can-
not bank on rational actions from dic-
tators like Saddam Hussein or Kim 
Chong-il. 

At the same time that the threat in-
creases, global changes make non-pro-
liferation efforts even more difficult. 
Three specific aspects in the current 
international security environment 
will impede U.S. efforts to control or 
minimize this threat. 

First, Russia—hard currency starved 
and heavily indebted—is a willing mer-
chant—most notably of conventional 
defense items, but the U.S. Russian 
sales are not limited to this. This legis-
lation attempts to address this aspect 
through creating incentives for the 
Russian government and others to im-
plement and enforce stricter export 
controls on private actors or institutes 
in their dealings with Iran. 

Second, North Korea and their No- 
Dong missile sales are altering stra-
tegic balances in the Middle East and 
Asia. While the administration’s new 
strategy for engagement with North 
Korea may retard developments that 
require testing, such as reliability of 
long-range missiles, many suspect that 
the North Korean missile program con-
tinues and that its role as a supplier of 
medium-range missile technology has 
not been addressed. 

Third, technology advances and rapid 
international economic integration 
alter and confuse the means by which 
the United States can control military 
advances of other nations. The list of 
potentially threatening dual-use tech-
nologies continues to grow. This is es-
pecially true of information tech-
nologies—command, control, commu-
nication, and information tech-
nologies, C–31, now comprise about 75 
percent of a modern military’s capa-
bility. But potential dual use is also 
true of nuclear, chemical, biological, 
and missile technologies. 

The proliferation threat will remain 
our Nation’s No. 1 security challenge in 
the 21st century. At the same time, the 
United States will be most vulnerable 
to this threat. As George Tenet, our 
head of the CIA, also noted, U.S. he-
gemony has become a lightning rod for 
the disaffected. 

As Americans enjoy unprecedented 
prosperity, many in the world remain 
disaffected. These disaffected represent 
a group who resent our power and our 
prosperity. Our success fuels the inten-
sity of their claims and their feelings. 
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